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Quantifying the consensus on anthropogenic climate change and its communication have become a
controversial research subject in recent years. This paper utilized a reference list from a climate skeptic
report and a previously published quantitative method of consensus research to revisit the theoretical
and methodological questions. Beyond rating the abstracts according to their position on anthropogenic
global warming (AGW), this study classified the strategic in-text functions of the references. Results not
only showed the biased character of the literature set, but also revealed a remarkable AGW endorsement
level among journal articles that took a position concerning AGW. However, this paper does not argue for
modified consensus numbers, but instead emphasizes the role of ‘no position’ abstracts and the role of
rhetoric. Our quantitative results provided evidence that abstract rating is a suboptimal way to measure
consensus. Rhetoric is far more important than it appears at first glance. It is important at the level of
scientists, who prefer neutral language, and at the level of readers such as report editors, who encounter
and re-interpret the texts. Hence, disagreement appears to stem from the disparate understanding and
rhetorically supported interpretation of the research results. Neutral abstracts and papers seem to
provide more room for interpretation.
© 2020 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).1. Introduction
In the last twenty years, the concept of consensus has become a
crucial element in climate change science and policy formation. As
the main consensus-making institution within the climate changeEconomic Geography, E€otv€os
7, Hungary.
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r Ltd. This is an open access articlcommunity, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
has, perhaps, garnered the most attention (Beck andMahony, 2018;
Hulme and Mahony, 2010; Pearce et al., 2018). Peer review, another
institutional level, was mostly discussed by science-policy com-
mentators after ‘Climategate’ (Grundmann, 2012, 2013), while
referencing and citation techniques alone have gained less atten-
tion in climate consensus building (Janko et al., 2014) despite the
well-known signposts in science studies (Gross, 2006; Hyland,
2002; Latour, 1987). Originating mainly from the physical sci-
ences branch, climate change consensus quantification became a
highlighted research field (e.g. Anderegg et al., 2010; Benestad
et al., 2016; Bray, 2010; Doran and Zimmerman, 2009; Oreskes,
2004), especially after the publication of Cook et al. (2013, here-
after: C13). All of these papers concluded that demonstrating ane under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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ment gap between experts and the misinformed public, settle the
science, and end debates about climate science (see also Carlton
et al., 2015; Cook, 2016; Cook et al., 2016). In contrast, Pearce
et al. (2017) and Russill (2018) provided detailed criticism con-
cerning the pitfalls of this kind of research as it could mislead
climate change communication. Rather than generating an unre-
alistic post-controversial state of climate science, the aforemen-
tioned authors demonstrated that such research only contributes to
further debates and has had limited success persuading the public
and influencing politics.
Similar to Pearce et al. (2017), the C13 paper forms the starting
point of this study. C13 categorized 11,944 peer-reviewed journal
abstracts according to the position authors took regarding
anthropogenic global warming (AGW). Among abstracts where the
authors expressed a position on AGW (33.6% of the total), C13 found
that 97.1% endorsed the scientific consensus, yet the remaining
66.4% of the abstracts fell into the ‘no position’ category.
The first aim of this study is to use the C13method to recalculate
and revisit the consensus using the journal references and their
abstracts cited in a climate skeptic report and to shed more light on
its legitimation base. It is important to emphasize that our focus is
on the cited literature and not on the contrarian report itself. The
papers referenced here are in a particular situation; they were used
to legitimize the opposing knowledge claims challenging the
mainstream views on climate change. We have to recognize that
IPCC has far more room to maneuver during their activities than
skeptics do. Skeptics do not comprise large scientific groups and
lack multi-level review processes, which means skeptic claims
could usually only be legitimized by the literature. On the other
hand, skeptics concurrently compromise these references. Though
these papers are from roughly the same journals, they barely
overlap with those cited by the IPCC (2013) Physical Science Basis
report (Janko et al., 2014, 2017), thus forming a “dubious” coun-
terpart to the IPCC literature body.
Based upon a cursory consideration of the differences and the
results of C13, it could be presumed that most of the authors cited
in such a skeptic report would take a position indicating either an
implicit or an explicit rejection of the AGW theory. Conversely, we
assumed the answers should be sought in the ‘no position’ ab-
stracts. We also assumed a greater number of those papers would
be found in the reference list of the climate change skeptic report.
This hypothesis led us to the secondmajor aim; the genealogical
analysis of the ‘no position’ abstracts, and the meaning of these
abstracts in consensus quantification and beyond. In addition to the
interesting question concerning the consensus endorsement level
of such a particular set of literature, we elaborate on whether this
analysis reveals anything concerning the consensus research con-
troversy specifically or about the climate change controversy in
general (cf. Bj€ornberg et al., 2017). In this way, our results could
provide new insights into the workings of climate science and the
climate skeptic branch.
2. Debates on quantitative consensus research. Paradigms
and pure scientists
Prior to clarifying the methods and discussing the results, we
highlight some controversial aspects of the quantitative consensus
research, especially the debates around the C13 study, which also
provide some theoretical aspects for our study regarding the
question of ‘no position’ papers.
Investigating the debate on blogs prompted by the C13 publi-
cation, one criticism we found focused on the conceptualization of
consensus itself as being toowide and simple (e.g. Betts, 2013; Neil,
2013), but the effectiveness of consensus communication inducedmuch more friction during the debates (e.g. Hulme, 2014; Pile,
2013; Nuccitelli, 2013). While numerous articles demonstrated
that enlightening the uninformed public about the overwhelming
consensus among climate scientists on AGW could increase the
support of climate policy (Cook and Lewandowsky, 2016; Ding
et al., 2011; Lewandowsky et al., 2013; McCright et al., 2013; van
der Linden et al., 2014, 2015), the consensus message itself
entered into amarketing campaign led by some of the authors cited
under the umbrella of The Consensus Project (Kahan, 2015).
Conversely, others questioned the validity and the workings of
these results. They argued that such minimalist claims on human-
induced climate change misunderstood the role of scientific
knowledge in policy and policymaking, prompting the need for
more sophisticated knowledge transfer methods and the use of
science in society (Kahan, 2015, Pearce et al., 2017 see also
Collingridge and Reeve, 1986; Kahan et al., 2011, 2012).
In addition, the blog debates circled around the reliability and
understanding of the results (e.g. Hobbs, 2015; Maessen, 2013), but
rarely discussed the question of abstracts with no position on AGW.
Originally, C13 tried to eliminate this problem by organizing a self-
rating test with the authors, driving the ‘no position’ papers down
to 35.5%; however, this rating was based on the entire content of
the papers, not on the abstracts alone (N ¼ 2142), which is an
important point to note here. Furthermore, drawing on Oreskes
(2007), the argumentation C13 put forward regarding ‘no posi-
tion’ papers and climate science consensus clearly echoes the
Kuhnian imagination of an emerging paradigm (Kuhn, 1970),
revealing that many scientists imagine consensus formation in this
sense: ‘no position’ authors, these scientists argue, should support
the consensus. Nevertheless, the question of neutral abstracts was
not addressed afterward. The results, especially the simplemessage
of the 97% consensus rate, gained wide publicity, but failed to
mention or chose to ignore these neutral abstracts (e.g. Cook, 2016;
Cook et al., 2016; Nuccitelli, 2013). It is clear that excluding ‘no
position’ papers from the interpretations and from the communi-
cation campaign was intentional; otherwise, the problem of
underestimating the consensus could not be overcome (see the
forum posts of Curtis et al., 2012).
Nonetheless, Powell (2015) employed similar Kuhnian logic
when criticizing C13 for ruling out the ‘no position’ papers from
original consensus calculations. Additionally, Powell assumed these
papers fully endorse the consensus. Replying to Powell (2015),
Skuce et al. (2017) noted a higher level of disagreement had to exist
due to the authors with numerous papers in the dataset that fell
into either the ‘no position’ or the ‘rejecting’ categories. Further-
more, Skuce et al. pointed out that papers containing ‘no position’
abstracts can go on to reject the consensus in themain body of their
texts. In his commentary, Tol (2016) demonstrated further analysis
about the different results of consensus papers excluding or
including the neutral abstracts or answers; however, he did not
analyze the potential reasons behind the question.
Science and technology studies offer two explanations; both
warrant consideration. The first could be derived using the Kuhnian
explanation for the workings of science (Kuhn, 1970), which is still
popular among science practitioners and commentators, though
the paradigms idea is controversial (Devlin and Bokulich, 2015) and
slightly outdated (Collins and Evans, 2002; Golinski, 2005) in sci-
ence historian and sociologist circles. Otherwise, Imre Lakatos’s
idea on research programs or Bruno Latour’s black box concept
(Latour, 1987) could also be used to explain consensus formation
(Shwed and Bearman, 2010; Marx et al., 2017). Indeed, from this
perspective, mainstream climate change research seems to be a
normal science because pro-consensus scientists concentrate on
minor problems and share an inherent puzzle-solving approach. In
addition, the reliability of the paradigm and human impact
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to take a position in terms of AGW (Powell, 2015). As Hyland (2006)
shows, this is more specific to the science disciplines than it is in the
humanities or social sciences. In fact, climate science is far more
controversial and complex, as the concept of post-normal science
and its application on climate science demonstrates (Hulme, 2009,
2014; Goeminne, 2011).
This point leads us to apply Pielke (2007) pure scientist idea to
provide the second theoretical explanation concerning the exis-
tence of ‘no position’ abstracts. Pure scientists concentrate maxi-
mally on their specified research question(s), method, and data; in
addition, they summarize their results without advancing any kind
of wider conclusion in relation to AGW. Whether pure scientists do
this deliberately or not, is up for debate; however, they tend not to
make any statement about human-induced climate change or
greenhouse gases, nor do they elaborate about what their results
may mean in relation to the big theory. This task is left for the
reader. Pure scientists supply only the results (facts, data etc.) and
do not venture into the territory of issue advocacy or decision-
making. Nor do they use their findings to advocate any kind of
issue or policy. Simply put, they remain rhetorically neutral.
Indeed, this approach is common among scientists. As
Fahnestock (1986) demonstrated, the language pure scientists
employ is primarily forensic rhetoric aimed at establishing a
framework of careful wording through which results and cer-
tainties are validated.3. Material and methods
We evaluated the references from Climate Change Reconsidered
II. e published by the Heartland Institute, an influential American
conservative think tank (Boussalis and Coan, 2016; Cann, 2015)
under the umbrella of the Nongovernmental International Panel on
Climate Change (NIPCC) (Idso et al., 2013). Despite the criticisms
raised against the methodological practice of C13 (e.g. Tol, 2014,
2016; Powell, 2015 see also Cook et al., 2014a, 2014b; Skuce et al.,
2017), we decided to follow their methodology (Table 2 of C13) to
keep the possibility of data-comparison open to C13 and related
research. C13 originally used seven categories: explicit endorse-
ments of as well as rejection of AGW were divided into quantified
and non-quantified groups; implicit endorsement or rejection; and
‘no position’ abstracts not addressing ormentioning climate change
causes.
We employed the same approach used in C13 when we cleared
the database for this study. We removed all the items published
before 1991 (N ¼ 228) and all papers not published in scientific
journals (N ¼ 351). We made corrections only within the frame-
work of the original method; contrary to C13, we introduced an
uncertainty category immediately from the start, and added a
further category within the ‘no position’ category. While analyzing
the supplementary material of C13 and checking ‘no position’ ab-
stracts, we noticed abstracts containing specific rhetoric referring
to expected climate change, climate projections, or simply global
warming (a phrase implying the anthropogenic causes). Hence, weTable 1
Distribution of consolidated abstract ratings (C13 data added in parentheses).
No. of all abstracts
Endorse AGW 473
No AGW position 2502
Reject AGW 132
Uncertain on AGW 28created a ‘no positon with axiomatic reference to AGW’ category to
solve the assumed monotony of ‘no position’ papers (see related
methodological questions at Curtis et al., 2012). For the purposes of
this study, we consolidated the ratings into the same three groups
employed in C13: implicit and explicit endorsements together,
implicit and explicit rejections, and ‘no position’ abstracts.
Every coauthor of this study took part in the abstract rating;
each received the same number of articles, which were rated by
only one colleague. Before the actual work began, we conducted
two test stages to adjust and harmonize each other’s work and
make the method clear to all coauthors. A flow-chart was prepared
(Fig. 1) to demonstrate the rating process and to reduce rating
uncertainty, and the corresponding author served as a forum for
discussing the problematic abstracts during the work.
We also developed a second database focusing on the papers
behind these abstracts. This second database was constructed by
evaluating how references were used in the report and what the
strategic functions of the in-text citations were. Our two databases
were then merged; hence, taking a given paper, we were able to
compare abstract ratings and in-text functions. As Latour (1987, 29)
noted, “The fate of what we say and make is in later users’ hands.”
This could be applied to the citation mechanism in the scientific
literature, and “the construction of facts and machines is a collec-
tive process.”
The in-text citations of the journal references could fall into the
following categories: supporting the IPCC knowledge claims about
climate change; not supporting or creating uncertainty around the
knowledge claims; or simply neutral, referring to a method or
secondary information. Each reference that was used in different
contexts was classified into a dominant category according to the
following: ‘not supporting’ (the strongest function), ‘supporting’,
‘uncertainty’, ‘neutral’ (the weakest) (examples can be found in
Janko et al., 2014).
After papers without abstracts (N ¼ 86) or in-text citations
(N¼ 37) were excluded from the databases, the two databases were
matched together. A total of 3136 papers with abstract ratings and a
total of 4968 in-text citations were analyzed in order to compare
the endorsement ratios, the in-text functions as well as the time
series with the C13 results.4. Results and discussion
Table 1 displays the basic results of this study compared to the
C13 numbers, which are added in parentheses. Considering this
study’s specific reference list, it seems logical that the percentage of
abstracts endorsing AGW is lower, while those rejecting AGW is
higher. Nonetheless, the larger ratio of ‘no position’ abstracts is also
remarkable when compared to C13, as was hypothesized earlier. It
must be noted that 15.4% of the ‘no position’ abstracts fell into the
category ‘no position with axiomatic reference to AGW’. Though
seemingly logical, transferring these papers to the implicit
endorsement category would have pushed the ‘no position’ ratio
down to 67.5%. This action would have opposed the C13 method.
The comparison of these results to Oreskes (2004) is limited% of all abstracts % among abstracts with AGW position
15.1 (32.6) 74.7 (97.1)
79.8 (66.4) e
4.2 (0.7) 20.9 (1.9)
0.9 (0.3) 4.4 (1.0)
Table 2
Distribution of in-text functions of references (rows) according to the consolidated abstract categories (columns), %.
Endorse
AGW
(N ¼ 473)
No AGW
position
(N ¼ 2502)
Reject AGW
(N ¼ 132)
Uncertain on
AGW
(N ¼ 28)
With
position
on AGW
(N ¼ 605)
Endorse AGW
(N ¼ 400)
No AGW
position
(N ¼ 2019)
Reject AGW
(N ¼ 120)
Uncertain on
AGW
(N ¼ 26)
With position
on AGW
(N ¼ 520)
With neutral papers Without neutral papers
Not
supporting
54.1 65.7 83.3 57.1 60.5 64.0 81.5 91.7 61.5 70.4
Supporting 14.8 4.2 3.0 7.1 12.2 17.5 5.2 3.3 7.7 14.2
Uncertainty 15.6 10.8 4.5 28.6 13.2 18.5 13.3 5.0 30.8 15.4
Neutral 15.4 19.3 9.1 7.1 14.0 e e e e e
Fig. 1. Methodological flow-chart.
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(‘explicit endorsement’, ‘evaluation of impacts’, ‘mitigation pro-
posals’) were simply labelled as ‘explicit or implicit endorsement’
reaching 75% among all the abstracts, while ‘methods’ and ‘paleo-
climate analysis’ were interpreted as ‘no position’ abstracts
comprising only 25% of the papers. Beyond the problem of these
ratings, the discrepancies could be explained by the method with
which Oreskes (2004) and C13 created their databases, using the ISI
Web of Science and the keywords ‘climate change’ (Oreskes) as wellas ‘global climate change’ and ‘global warming’ (C13). In turn, many
‘no position’ papers written by pure scientists contained in this
study’s database do not feature these phrases at all, either in titles,
or in abstracts or keywords (cf. Tol, 2014).
The functional investigation data of the in-text citations were no
surprise (Table 2). In their dominant in-text citations, papers with
any kind of abstract ratings mostly served the function of not
supporting the IPCC picture of climate change. Adding the function
of uncertainty to these numbers, it becomes apparent that papers
Fig. 2. Total numbers of abstracts classified into three main categories (uncertain
abstracts are within ‘no position’ abstracts. *2013 is not a full year of reference.
Fig. 3. Percentage of abstracts classified into three main categories (Uncertain ab-
stracts are within ‘no position’ abstracts. *2013 is not a full year of reference.
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(87.8%), while endorsing papers were used the least (69.7%).
Consequently, papers with positions on AGW reach 73.7% on
average. Additionally, ‘no position’ abstracts are in the middle with
76.5%; that means three-fourths of the papers in this rating cate-
gory were used to support the climate skeptics’ arguments. Though
they are few in number, it is noteworthy that abstracts labelledwith
uncertainty ratings serve the most uncertainty function by in-text
citations. Disregarding the papers used only for neutral purposes,
more robust numbers emerge on the right-hand side of Table 2,
which shows a clearer picture. Appendix 1 shows five examples
where the abstracts were rated into different categories. All of these
papers were used to oppose a given IPCC claim; consequently, we
classified these as “not supporting”.
These results may reveal that even papers in endorsing cate-
gories can be used to legitimize opposing arguments, especially
when the inherent freedom of interpretation and rhetoric are taken
into consideration. This topic could be further investigated beyond
the framework of this study. On the other hand, the resultsmay also
indicate that research findings not fitting into the consensus or not
reflecting the evidence provided by the majority in a given climate
science domain still could or ought to be presented using the AGW
rhetoric. On a related point, out of 90 papers with explicitly
endorsing abstracts and not supporting in-text citations, we
discovered only 9 endorsing AGW based on their results, while the
other studies provided only rhetorical references to AGW thorough
terms like ‘human-induced climate change”.
The entire completed data query revealed that the abstract
ratings were primarily about rhetoric. As Appendix 1 illustrates,
hedging and qualifying claims, retaining wordings adhering the
observed results, and various formulas embedded in dry, technical
jargon were all utilized in reference to AGW (Fahnestock, 1986;
Hyland and Salager-Meyer, 2008). In the case of endorsing AGW,
the clearest examples are ones in which authors draw conclusions
from results indicating humans cause climate change; however, the
rhetorical formula implying the consensual situation when an
author only “refers to anthropogenic global warming/climate
change as a known fact” (C13, Table 2), fell into the same category.
The difference between this ‘explicit endorsement’ and the modi-
fied ‘no position’ category, where an author writes about global
warming, for example, is also slight. This viewpoint simplifies the
science process as well, suggesting science should concentrate only
on the reliability of the AGW “paradigm”.
It should be emphasized that the method has a narrow-focused
approach. In this sense, abstracts referring to complex or contro-
versial but detailed questions, like uncertainties with global cir-
culation models, positive and negative feedbacks, sea temperatures
in past periods, or trends in given proxy records, were all beyond
the minimalist question on AGW and fell into the ‘no position’
category. A statement concerning AGW is merely the surface. Many
more climate change statements exist below this, as demonstrated
in the IPCC reports; from these, a larger and clearer “big picture”
about present climate conditions and future of the Earth’s climate
emerges. It is likely that the abstract conclusions are connected
mostly to these statements.
In the case of the ‘no position’ papers we have similarly two
possible, diametrically opposed interpretations. First, in these pa-
pers, pro-consensus scientists fill in the gaps in the core area of a
given climate change domain or in related subdomains, and their
results are misinterpreted in the skeptic report using the technique
of ‘cherry picking’ (Farmer and Cook, 2013). Second, conversely,
there are pure scientists whose occasionally exceptional or unusual
results are left up to the reader to consider and interpret. The
balance between these two approaches depends on the correctness
of the in-text citations in the skeptic report. Nonetheless, we lackthe data with which to balance these two polarized perspectives.
Returning to the C13 data comparison, Figs. 2 and 3 show the
time series of abstracts in the three main categories. The former
shows roughly the same trends as Fig. 1. (a) of C13, but with a
breaking dynamic and a slight, but significant, decreasing trend of
‘no position’ abstracts starting from the mid-2000s. No significant
change among the curves occurred in the latter, i.e. Fig. 3, while
Fig.1 (b) of C13 showed this stagnant trend only from the beginning
of the 2000s. The increasing number of neutral abstracts between
1995 and 2000 could indicate the evolution of the Kuhnian para-
digmatic situation. During this period, authors were not required to
accentuate their position on AGW. However, the ratio between the
different ratings has barely changed (Fig. 3). Hence, this conclusion
could be drawn more readily from the original C13 figures.
Similar trends are visible in Figs. 4 and 5 with the time series of
the in-text functions. In the former, ‘not supporting’ papers trend
similarly to the ‘no position’ abstracts; it is no coincidence that
81.2% of papers with not supporting in-text citation have a ‘no
position’ rating. Fig. 5 indicates interesting changes in the reference
list of the report. Papers containing a not supporting function pla-
teaued in the 2000s, and only the significantly increasing trend of
uncertainty papers provides improvement. Accordingly, the newest
findings do not bear the brunt of support for the skeptic knowledge
claims. For comparison, two-thirds of the references cited by the
IPCC Fifth Assessment Report by Working Group I. were published
after 2007; conversely, this ratio was only one-half in the case of
Fig. 4. Total number of abstracts classified into four categories of in-text functions.
*2013 is not a full year of reference.
Fig. 5. Percentage of abstracts classified into four categories of in-text functions. *2013
is not a full year of reference.
F. Janko et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 254 (2020) 1201276the NIPCC-report (Janko et al., 2017). The share of supporting pa-
pers is moderately, but significantly, decreasing, while the
decreasing trend of neutral papers are much more visible. Older
papers with research history serve some rhetorical functions, but
have little to do with the controversy.
Our data indicates that the ‘no position’ papers, not the ‘reject’
papers that provide the sources for the opposing knowledge claims
of the climate skeptic movement. However, the breaking dynamic
in the curves of these ‘no position’ papers raises some questions
about future NIPCC reports; due to depleting resources (i.e. journal
articles), the rejuvenation of these reports is certainly not
guaranteed.
The uncertainty of the research contained in this study should
be emphasized utilizing the same points mentioned in C13, e.g. the
ambiguous language of the abstracts, the rating of abstracts
underestimating the ratio of papers with a position on AGW, and
the subjectivity or varied backgrounds of the raters. This study
sought to minimize these inherent uncertainties through tests;
these tests demonstrated that some deviation among the ratings
was possible. However, the similarities of the data and trends
contained in this study to the data and trends contained in C13 or
Janko et al. (2017) provides a solid basis for the study conclusions.
5. Conclusion
This study aimed to revisit the consensus controversy using aquantitative approach and a literature set from a climate skeptic
report. Superficially, the results of this study could easily be mis-
interpreted because they are very similar to C13, although our data
demonstrated the analyzed literature set is clearly biased compared
to C13 with relatively more abstracts rejecting the AGW. On the
other hand, in the manner of the “Consensus Project”, we could still
proclaim that “75% of climate change papers cited in a climate
change skeptic report, and stating a position on human-caused
global warming agree that global warming is happening and we
are the cause”, so there is a 75% consensus rate in the climate
skeptic report. However, this would be both astounding and ridic-
ulous at the same time. Beyond the endorsement levels, we have
shown that ‘no position’ abstracts/papers and their strategic in-text
use provide the major source of climate skeptic knowledge claims;
thus, we need ‘no position’ papers to grasp the whole picture
regarding the climate skeptic report.
Based on these results, the following conclusions emerge. In
terms of the consensus research controversy, our paper produced
empirical evidence that abstract rating is a suboptimal way to
measure consensus. The associated stats can be misleading or can
cast doubt on the method rationale; thus, they relate more to the
rhetorical state of the literature body in question than to anything
else. Scientist surveys or careful literature investigations are other
options for consensus calculations. The former could also be
problematic (Anderegg et al., 2010; Verheggen et al., 2014), but the
latter brings us right back to the starting point (Shwed and
Bearman, 2010). Reviewer communities or advisory institutions
like the IPCC can also assume a role in consensus formation.
However, science representatives or advisory bodies addressing
other controversial global issues such as genetically modified or-
ganisms (Carolan, 2008), anti-microbial resistance (Pearce et al.,
2018), or microplastic pollution (V€olker et al., 2019) are also
limited when it comes to influencing policy decisions. Past a certain
point, it appears science can do little to aid political consensus
formation.
This leads us to our second conclusion. The role of scientific
rhetoric is far more important than appears at first glance. The
dominant neutral rhetoric reveals that many researchers do not
refer to the AGW paradigm in their abstracts. Nonetheless, scien-
tists likely have different motives for doing so, but for most, this
non-referral in abstracts is usually not a primary aim. At the reader
level, peers and report editors encounter and re-interpret the texts
by forming conclusions based on results presented in articles.
Consequently, the source of disagreement is the disparate under-
standing and rhetorically supported interpretation of the research
results. Compared to rhetorically explicit abstracts, it is possible
that ‘no position’ abstracts (and the related articles) left more room
for rhetorical maneuvering. The interpretation histories of papers
and abstracts reveal much concerning the workings of science and
the climate skeptic community. This topic would benefit from
further research studies in the future.
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occupied by the glaciers. Glacial transport of the
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and clusters of dates provide evidence of eight
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e7980, 7250e6500, 6170e5950, 5290e3870,
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The reef islands formed on coral atolls are
generally small, low, and flat, with elevations of
only a fewmeters. These islands are thus highly
vulnerable to elevated sea levels caused by
extreme events and global warming. Such
vulnerability was recently evidenced at
Fongafale Islet, the capital of Tuvalu, when it
flooded during accelerated spring high tides
possibly related to sea level rise caused by
global warming. Many factors, not only
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determine the vulnerability of an island to sea
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Connell (2003) found no evidence for the oft-
repeated island doomsday claims about Tuvalu.
Yamano et al. (2007) assessed 108 years of data
for Fongafale Islet, Tuvalu, and found the
problems attributed to sea-level rise in fact
were due to population pressures resulting in
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et al. (2007) state, “examinations of global
environmental issues should focus on
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beginning in the 1970s following the
independence of Tuvalu and Kiribati. Migrants
were also responding to declines in overseas
mining operations and limited options for paid
employment. As the population increased,
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swampland areas. Our results clearly
demonstrate that examinations of global
environmental issues should focus on
characteristics specific to the region of interest.
These characteristics should be specified using
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address the vulnerability of an area to global
environmental changes.
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